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DR. REUTER. No. | know.

COWM SSI ONER W LHELM | don't want you to
m sread what |'m saying. But that the Comm ssion
coul d exam ne any of the things that it's supposed to
exam ne without taking into full consideration Native
Anerican ganbling enterprises along wth private
ganbling, the lotteries, et cetera, et cetera. | do
recogni ze that there is an argunent to be nmade, of
which I'm not sure anyone concl usively can predict the
outcone -- about the |egal question. Gven the
concept of tribal sovereignty, what happens if the
Ganbling Comm ssion actually tries to subpoena data
fromthe Native Anerican ganbling establishnments?

My own view is that that issue is
considerably nore sinple than the Native Anmerican
ganbling comunity woul d suggest that it is,
particul arly when you have so many Native Anerican
casi nos that are operated by regular old ganbling
conpani es. But, whatever the outcone of the |egal
argunent m ght be about subpoenas, | certainly don't
want to have anything in any of our docunents, at
least in so far as | would support them that nakes a
di stinction here.

Now, | am not of the school of thought

that wants to, sonehow, pay less attention to
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commerci al casinos and say, "let's go | ook at Indian
casinos instead". But the reality is, just taking
your statement, Leo, of California, what's driving the
expansion of ganbling in California and other pl aces
is Indian ganbling. So it's silly to say that we're
going to maybe | ook at it and maybe not.

| think our intent, until and unless sone
court tells us we can't, would be to seek the sane
sort of cooperation fromthe Native Anmerican casi nos
that we do fromthe private casinos and ot her ganbling
enterprises and to expect the sane sort of cooperation
and to | ook at them for purposes of both social
i npact and econom c inpact, as not being any different
from ot her kinds of ganbling halls.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  It's ny
understanding that -- as | recall, that the statute
requires us to |l ook at the Native American ganbling
comunity.

COWM SSI ONER W LHELM It does i ndeed.

COW SSI ONER DOBSON:  So | agree. W
don't want to say anything that inplies that's an iffy
sort of thing.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: So, to sum up
there will be no assunption that anything that we

aut hori ze any researcher to pursue to obtain conplete
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and useful data in the research he's charged with

w || exclude any source of ganbling, any form of

ganbl i ng.
COWMM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Legal ganbli ng.
COWMM SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Legal ganbli ng.
DR. REUTER Let me just be a little
defensive for a nonment. | wote this carefully to

reflect a reality that | believe will be inportant for
research purposes, which is: That the casino -- non-
tribal casino industry is heavily regul ated, and that
regul ati on, anong ot her things, generates a |ot of
dat a.

so there sinply are things that one can
study about the non-tribal casino industry that are
going to be very difficult to study with tri bal
casinos. Now, that doesn't nean one shouldn't try,
but | wanted a paragraph in here that recogni zed that
the reality for people. The Comm ssion may not be
able to do as good a job, maybe even a nuch | ess good
j ob, of describing many aspects of the tribal casino
industry than it does with the rest of it.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM Wl | --

DR. REUTER | nean | sinply would like to
sort of register that.

COWM SSI ONER W LHELM | grant part of
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your prem se, Doctor, but | respectfully disagree with
your inplied conclusion. There's no question that,

ei ther because they're public conpani es and/ or because
of the state regul atory apparatus --

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Yes.

COWM SSI ONER W LHELM  -- sone ki nds of
things are nmuch nore reported than -- required to be
reported by the commercial ganbling --

DR REUTER. To --

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  -- but, on the
ot her hand, two other things are true. One: There is
a certain anmount of reporting that goes on with the
Nat i onal I ndian Gam ng Comm ssion. More inportantly,
this Comm ssion expects and, is entitled to receive
and, if it doesn't, should enforce cooperation from
the comrercial ganbling industry with respect to
legitimate information requests.

| think that we ought to expect and we're
entitled to receive and we ought to enforce in
what ever ways we can the sanme kinds of cooperation
fromthe Native Anerican Gam ng community.

DR. REUTER Ckay. | will make sure --

COWMM SSI ONER McCARTHY:  One ot her poi nt
that | would add, since you nmake reference to the SEC

or state regulatory commssions: It nmay be that we'll

72



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

73

want our researcher to franme and present to the
Nat i onal Indian Ganbling Comm ssion a series of
gquesti ons.

Now, we know they don't have the staff and
many woul d assune they, therefore, will not have the
ability to really collect that data, but we can go
t hrough that procedure, and then we may ultimtely end
up trying to exercise the subpoena power of this
Comm ssion to obtain that data.

| think that, back to the original point,
this sentence inplies that that's not a very val uable
course to pursue. Well, ultimately, we may be
bl ocked, but, | think, the assunption is that it's
extrenely inportant for the totality of the work of
this Comm ssion that we try through every course
possible to obtain data fromall forns of ganbling,
whoever operates them

DR. REUTER Well, | will certainly do
t hat .

COWMM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Just for a point of
informati on, do we know what percentage of enpl oyees
in the Native American casinos are Native Anmericans?
| mean that you hear the coment often, that it
provides jobs. Is it providing jobs?

COWM SSI ONER W LHELM It varies w dely,
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Jim | nean the nost extrene exanple in the Indian
gam ng comunity accurately points out that this is
one end of the spectrum --

DR. REUTER  Yes, right.

COWM SSI ONER W LHELM  -- and that it's
not necessarily, you know, average. But the nost
extrenme exanple, of course is the Pequot --
Mashant ucket - Pequot casino in Connecticut. There are
approxi mately 380 nenbers of the tribe, and there are
15, 000 enpl oyees. So, obviously, 14,000-and-sone-odd
can't be Native Anmericans, except to the extent that
they nmay have hired sone Native Anmericans from
somewher e el se.

The Native Anmerican gam ng comunity
argues, and, | think, validly, that if you go to the
other end of the spectrum that being very smnal
I ndi an ganbling establishnments and rural casinos in
pl aces |i ke the Dakotas, the proportion of the work
force who are thenselves tribal nmenbers is
consi der ably hi gher.

So it varies. But if you take California
as exanple, where there are nearly 40 Native Anmerican
casi nos, the overwhelmng majority of the enployees in
those nearly 40 Native American casinos are not Native

Ameri cans.
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COWMM SSI ONER DOBSON:  How about
managenent ? Are these managed by, as you said, the
ol d ganbling people, the old ganbling conpani es?

COWM SSI ONER W LHELM A d, and new.
Again, in sone circunstances, the tribal people
t hensel ves have been taking over the managenent. But
Foxwood' s, for exanple, who was then managenment, is
ganbling industry people from Vegas and Atlantic City.

Mohi can Sun, which is the second huge
casi no that opened recently in Connecticut, is nmanaged
by Sun International, which is another huge ganbling
conpany. Many of the Las Vegas conpani es have
managenent contracts with Indian casinos. So there
is, again, some Native American managenent, but,
frankly, not a whole |ot.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Yes. Well, as
long as we're on Indian ganbling for a nonent and
since | didn't see any other specific references
anywhere in what we have before us here: This is a
subj ect that the federal governnent and state
governnments, of course, are trying to grapple with
And we have a Suprenme Court decision that's trying to
sort out --

DR. REUTER Right.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: -- the
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rel ati onshi ps between how much power the state
governments have over Indian tribal ganbling
proposal s. And people ask questions |like the one Dr.
Dobson just asked: How nany enpl oyees are Native
Anmeri cans?

| don't know how nuch attention you're
going to pay to Indian tribal ganbling in the nationa
survey or in other areas. | think we need to stop and
talk about that a little bit because | think that
Native American | eaders do expect different treatnent.
They do contend that there were privileges conferred
on themunder treaties and they were treated as
nati ons.

And it may be that we really need to take
a look -- since this is providing one of the nmajor
sources of growth of casino ganbling and other forns
of ganbling in the United States. It may be that we
need to think about how we get at this. Now, naybe

you' re thinking about this as one of your secondary --

DR. REUTER | --
COW SSI ONER Mc CARTHY: | don't know.
DR. REUTER: | think this is a serious

decision for this Subcommttee. And the way that we
have structured the research program it hasn't

singled that out. |If we do a national survey, we're
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going to get very little information that's specific
to Native American ganbling.

| can see that, in particular, a federally
funded comm ssion has a sort of peculiar duty to deal
with this issue because it is so nuch a federa
governnment issue. But | think that would nean
t hi nki ng of sone specific tasks that are not really
enconpassed here that answer questions that you
believe are the first order of questions about Native
Anmerican casinos. | think it's --

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: Yes. It's --

DR. REUTER | nean that's your deci sion,
obvi ousl y.

COWM SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Yes. There are a
| ot of questions being asked: How many are being
enpl oyed? How i s the noney used? Does it benefit the
ot her nmenbers of the tribe, even if they're not in it?

Now, | don't know about the propriety of
all of those questions; they're certainly natural
questions to ask. Nor do | know whet her non-Native
Aneri cans have any legal authority to inpose wll
requiring any of these things to happen, but, given
the significance of this as a proportion of the growh
of ganbling in Anerica, it seens to ne this Conm ssion

ought to be able to produce sonething useful to help
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clarify the dialogue in this area other, than a couple
of Constitutional opinions.

In the five nonths that |'ve been floating
around this country and asking people, |I've run across

at least three people that have studied Indian tri bal

ganbling. | renmenber that in Wsconsin, | |ooked at
one. The two UNLV faculty nmenbers -- now there is one
left and he's in Mssouri sonmewhere -- Razell or Razel
or -- and the other one was --

DR. REUTER  Thonpson.

COWM SSI ONER McCARTHY:  -- Thonpson.

DR REUTER Right.

COWM SSI ONER McCARTHY:  They did a study
of Wsconsin and, | think, another --

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: Gazel

COWM SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Gazel

COW SSI ONER DOBSON: G A- Z- E- L.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Yes. He's the one
| was thinking about. They collaborated to do this.
| think it included tribal ganbling and Wsconsin and,
| believe, one other state.

DR. REUTER M nnesota, possibly?

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Yes. | think it
m ght have been M nnesota. W ask you to give sone

nore thought to this.
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DR. REUTER Yes. | nean in sonme sense,
you can turn around exactly what | wote here, which
is precisely because so little is currently known
about readily accessible sources about Native Anerican
ganbling enterprises.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Yes.

DR. REUTER  This Comm ssion ought to put
a particular effort toward gathering it since it may
have uni que authority for doing so.

COWM SSI ONER W LHELM  And - -

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  And - -

" m sorry.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM  Go ahead, Jim

COW SSI ONER DOBSON: A question that |
woul d have for John, again, just because |I'm
interested in it.

We assune that the natural process is that
the Native Anmericans get together and say, "Let's have
a casino," and then they go | ooking for sonebody to
help themwith it. | wonder to what degree the -- it
cones the other way, where the ganbling interests say,
"We've got to find sone Indians," you know?

COWM SSI ONER W LHELM  Ch, both. Ch, boy.
And - -

COW SSI ONER DOBSON:  -- "We've got to
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find sonebody to legalize this thing; Do you guys want
to be part of it," you know.

COWM SSI ONER W LHELM  Both. But there
was an article
in the Los Angeles Tines a few weeks ago about a
conpany from Las Vegas called Rio Casino actually
putting up the rather considerable anount of capital
that is required for a group of Indians who believed
that they ought to be a tribe but have not yet gone
t hrough the process of obtaining the federal
recognition.

Now, think about this for a m nute because
this was in Southern California. This group wanted to
go through the process of getting federal recognition
as a tribe, which is a very difficult process. You
have to do a | ot of anthropol ogi cal work and so and so
on and show the history of the tribe and all that.

So this group of people fromthe R o
conpany put up a sum of noney estinated to be in the
area of a mllion bucks to do this. And this tribe,
if it succeeds, will be in Orange County, California.

COWM SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Wow.

COWM SSI ONER W LHELM  Now, i magi ne bei ng
able to put up the only unrestricted casino in -- so

you're right, Jim It goes both ways.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

81

DR. REUTER O course, Orange County
needs sone hel p.

COWM SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Qoviously, it's
the Native American tribal ganbling that's giving the
nost conpetition to the conpanies that have been in
the field there. The threat -- the convention
i ndustry sees two major threats. One is the Native
Anericans, and two is the Internet.

Now, having said that, we as a Conm ssi on,
regardl ess of what the conventional industry --
Harrah's or any other conpany -- think -- they may
have their own reason. This is not a shrinking part
of ganbling in Anerica. |It's a grow ng part of
ganbling in Anerica. As a Comm ssion, as soneone who
has absolutely nothing to do with the industry, |
think we need to take a look at this to try to sort
this out.

"' m sure our colleague Comm ssi oner
Loescher will have a | ot of opinions on this and
comments to nmake. He's concerned about all fornms of
ganbling, but this would be particularly one of his
i nterests.

DR. REUTER Could | raise an issue? |
mean, sonme of these seem|ike matters that are

appropriate for public hearing, rather than such --
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COMM SSI ONER McCARTHY: That's going to
happen. That has al ready been discussed. That w |
be a part of the public hearing.

DR REUTER Yes. And let ne say --

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  But what we want
you two to think about -- and, | would add, | would
endorse the point raised by both of my coll eagues
here. | see the opportunity for great m schief by
non- Native American-owned and - nmanaged conpani es joi nt
venturing or, sonmehow, getting a piece of the action
of a Native Anerican tribe, an existing tribe. | can
see that happening all over the country.

COM SSI ONER W LHELM  It's al ready
happening. You nentioned Harrah's. Harrah's, if |I'm
not m staken, is the largest single operator of Native
American casinos in the country, | think --

COWM SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Real |'y?

COW SSI ONER W LHELM  -- or, at | east,
anong the | argest single operators.

COWM SSI ONER McCARTHY: | have a strong
feeling that a conpany that is not Native Anerican
shoul d under no circunstances benefit fromany of the
privileges extended to Native Anericans under any
treaties, whether it's no certain kinds of taxes not

bei ng i nposed or whatever the benefit is, or allow ng
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them singular latitude in undertaking their
oper ati ons.

| really think that we need to pul
t oget her whatever is out there. Now, there's --

COWMM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Yes.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: There's sonebody
qualified to do that kind of research

COW SSI ONER W LHELM I f | night just
follow that up with one additional thought?

You're right, and I hadn't really thought
of it this way, | think, Dr. Reuter. Because the
governance of the relationship between the states and
the Native American ganbling enterprises are a
function of federal law, as well as treaty or, if not
treaty, at |east this concept of sovereignty, you're
right that a federal comm ssion such as this one
probably has not only an opportunity but a
responsibility to address those things.

So I would look forward to the things that
Leo's asking you for. But, in addition, | think it's
exceptionally inportant in going through the steps
that you' ve already recomrended that we've sort of
prelimnarily agreed upon, such as the database, for
exanpl e, we not act as though to exclude communities

that are inpacted by Native American any nore nor |ess
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than by other types of ganbling enterprises.

There was an earlier docunent here
sonmewhere that suggested that maybe -- | forget where
inthis Conmttee -- a suggestion that maybe we woul d
want to exclude consideration of communities that are
i npacted by Native Anmerican casi nos because it's too
hard to get at the information and all that. But, at
|l east, with regard to the database stuff and that sort
of thing, there's no reason to exclude them

DR, KELLY: And so, to pull together sone
of the conversation of the last ten mnutes, this
woul d help. W went around this tree several tines,
too, in terns of what questions should or should not
be asked of the tribal casinos, versus the non-tri bal
industry. W tend to have different aspects of that,
| think, that we're focusing on here.

But what | hear you saying, | think, is,
Let's ask the sanme questions to both sides of this
coin. If it turns out that, for legal reasons or for
what ever reasons, that the extent to which those
guestions m ght be answered m ght vary sonewhat in the
tribal comunity, so be it. we will certainly get
good |l egal advice to guide us in that regard.

But let's ask the sanme questions, whether

it'"s to the standard industry or to the tribal
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casinos, up front. Then let the chips fall where they
may. That would go for the community research, as
well, is that the point you' re making here?

COWM SSI ONER W LHELM | think so, yes.

DR. KELLY: Ckay.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: A five-m nute
break, |adies and gentl enen.

(Wher eupon, a short recess was taken.)

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: Ladi es and
gentl enmen, the Subcomm ttee on Research will resune
its meeting.

Dr. Dobson?

COW SSI ONER DOBSON:  Ckay. As | say,
|'ve got a couple nore points. One of themhas to do
wi th back on page 1 again.

| think, Dr. Reuter, you' ve nmade it clear
that you feel that face-to-face interviews are going
to be, even though expensive, nmuch better than
tel ephone interviews. | think this Subcomm ttee ought
to recoomend that. Where the noney conmes fromis
another matter. You know, Congress is stil
interested in this, and maybe they' Il fund it. But |
t hi nk we ought to recomrend it.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: | think we're

agreeable with that. So you can take out all the
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| anguage -- | think if you want to put a couple of
sentences in here about, "Accuracy is at stake here
for the credibility and the strength of the

findi ngs" --

DR. REUTER Yes. Could | nake a
strategi c point here?

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Sur e.

DR. REUTER It probably is not best nade
in public, but we may end up having to do phone
interviews. | nean the noney nmay just not be there.
| don't want to sink the phone interviews too badly,
but I think that's what we're going to end up with.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  But we coul d stil
recommrend what's best.

DR REUTER Right. But --

DR KELLY: W m ght up conbi ni ng bot h,
don't you think?

COWM SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Well, 1've al ready
asked Dr. Reuter and | think | nmentioned this to Dr.
Kelly -- to start working up the cost estimtes, and
this is very difficult. On the national survey, it's
a much nore difficult docunent.

We have not endorsed all of the other
suggestions for research here yet, but this conment

goes to those that we do: W may wi sh to defer
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sonething to be in what you've been describing as
secondary research projects which would, obviously, be
contingent upon our finding noney. But we need to
cone up -- and | hope we can -- by the 31st with sone
rough cost estinmates in these other areas.

DR REUTER | agree.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  We want the ot her
menbers of the Comm ssion to know what it is that
we're facing here. On this one, | agree entirely with
what Dr. Dobson said. And | think M. WI hel m agrees,
as wel | .

COWM SSI ONER W LHELM  Yes, | do.

COWMM SSI ONER McCARTHY:  We're not goi ng
to -- this has to be done in the right way. This
national survey is sinply too critical, and we have to
find a way to get the noney.

DR. REUTER Fine. GCkay. | shall wite
it that way.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  We'll have to find
a way to get the noney for sone of the other things
we' ve been di scussing here. The national survey wll
not be adequate by itself, but it is a critical piece.

DR. REUTER  Ckay.

COM SSI ONER McCARTHY:  So | agree with

the point just made, and so does M. WIlhelm So
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let's redraft it to say that.

DR. REUTER  Ckay.

COWM SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Dr. Dobson, any
ot her comrents you still have?

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: The last one with
regard to the inportance of problem and pathol ogi cal
ganbling. W have little or no -- there's very little
in there that proposes original research in that area.
Agai n, that takes us back to ny bias about the NRC

But I wish that we could identify one or
two researchers who are qualified to do that and ask
for a proposal, a quick proposal, for relatively
i nexpensi ve research. Dr. Lorenz, or sonebody |ike
that, who has experience at data and patients, to do
a study for $100,000 or $200,000 or whatever it is
that woul d represent original research on this which
| think, | consider to be the nost inportant subject
that we're going to deal wth.

We coul d then deci de whether to accept or
reject the proposal when we see the design.

DR. KELLY: On what aspect? That's a
broad subject, Jim Are you thinking of sonething in
particul ar?

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: | think | would

leave it to the researcher to tell us what's possible
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and what information they have access to and
availability for. But it would deal with that broad
area of the addictions, how peopl e becone addicted,
how difficult it is to treat addictions, that whole
arena.

COWM SSI ONER W LHELM Wl | - -

COVMM SSI ONER DOBSON: I f you get nore
specific than that, you m ght box themin and then --
you know.

COWM SSI ONER W LHELM  Wwel |, for ny
part -- as | have freely acknow edged before, | don't

consider nyself terrifically know edgeable on this

subject, but, for ny part, | do not have any objection

at all to soliciting proposals in that area. But | do

recogni ze, as you've pointed out before, Jim that
there's a chicken-and-egg problemhere, or a timng
pr obl em

But it was ny understanding that part of
the -- recognizing your skepticism Jim part of the
hoped-for results of the NRC study would be to show
where the holes are in what is known. That was why |
was asking if there was sone particular part of this
that you wanted to pursue.

| don't have any objection to finding out

what ki nds of proposals people would make if we
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invited themto nake them Then we could wei gh them
internms of the fact that we've already identified
what we're not going to |look at all and the things
that we want to | ook at.

COWMM SSI ONER DOBSON: Wl |, we've just
| aid out a design here, or a plan, that includes no
original research in that extrenely inportant area.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Well, that's not
quite true.

COM SSI ONER W LHELM | woul d regard the
survey --

COVMM SSI ONER DOBSON:  We're going to re-
anal yze the data. Right?

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  No.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM  No.

COWM SSI ONER McCARTHY:  We're not tal king
about that. |In the national survey --

COWMWM SSI ONER W LHELM  We're tal ki ng about
a national preval ence survey that doesn't exist.

COM SSI ONER McCARTHY:  -- we're going to
get sone ideas about preval ence.

COWMM SSI ONER DOBSON: | think of a survey
as different from--

DR. REUTER | understand the point you're

making. But | would like to defend where things are
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now.
| nmean, the prevalence is clearly an

i nportant el ement, preval ence of pathol ogi cal

ganbling, but the whole notion of the targeted surveys

is precisely to provide, in a nore systematic fashion

and wel | docunented descriptions of the behavior

itself, the kinds of people that are affected by it

and the ways in which it affects their lives and their

famlies.

"' m not as know edgeabl e about t hat
research into this area as | amin sone others. But
| think that that does represent potentially a
significant addition to the literature. So | think we
are doing sonething that is original

If I mght suggest that -- and this could
appear tenporizing, but | think that we will becone
nmore know edgeabl e about this in the next few weeks
and have a better sense about what are the nmmj or gaps,
even before the NRC has cone up with its research
agenda.

Per haps we coul d signal here that there
may i ndeed be other original research and we wll do
sone, both reading and talking to people in the field,
and identify what we think beyond what the NRC has

proposed and what was proposed on the survey item
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that m ght usefully be comm ssioned by the Conm ssion.

COWMM SSI ONER DOBSON: That woul d sati sfy
me. |If there's a statenent there that says, "It may
be feasible and wise to do original research in the
area of pathol ogi cal and problemganbling. It wll be
di scussed and considered as we identify the gaps in
the literature,”" sonething of that nature, so that we
| eave the door ajar. Okay?

DR. REUTER | do believe there are other
federal agencies that would likely be interested in
that particular issue. There are agencies that have
particular interest in the problens of youth or
el derly.

COWMM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Yes.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  That's fine. |
think that's useful

COWM SSI ONER W LHELM  Absol utel y, yes.

DR KELLY: Just to clarify, if you turn
to page 9, that's what | was intending to suggest in
t he break-out of the primary research, versus the
secondary research. W haven't wal ked through this
yet, but let nme just call your attention to that.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Yes.

DR KELLY: It says, "Primary research

contracts devel oped and |l et this Novenber or
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Decenber,” and then it says two lines down in the

m ddl e line, "Secondary research contracts devel oped
and | et as needed,” |'m just guessing January to June
of '98.

The whol e idea, Dr. Dobson, was that as we
identify the gaps that maybe won't be addressed
t hrough the NRC or whatever, we will want to conme back
to the table and say, "Now, what do we need to do?"
That m ght mean a hundred or $200, 000 qui ck, original
study by a Lorenz or sonebody.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  That's the
tinmetable. If you put it in the text, that wll
satisfy ne.

DR KELLY: Ckay.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  That's fine.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM | agr ee.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  You know, you're
going to be in touch with people |like Henry Lesieur
and Rachel Vol berg and others along the way here who
are really recogni zed researchers in this area --
they're not alone; there are others -- probably even
in the fornulati on of sonme of the questions that we're
tal ki ng about here in the targeted surveys, as well as
t he national survey.

DR. KELLY: The other thing we could do
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that could help address that, | think, is to stipulate
in the contract with NRC that we want the |ist of
literature that they will have generated early on.

The Conmm ssion can | ook at that and get a read early
on in terns of what may or may not be covered in that
[iterature that they're going to be working with. W
could even put a date to that, perhaps.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Yes. (ood.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Ckay.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: | think it's a
good point, and I'mglad you raised it, Jim

COVMM SSI ONER DOBSON: | sign off.

COWM SSI ONER McCARTHY: | won't hold you
to that.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: M. W hel n?

COWM SSI ONER W LHELM  Let ne say to both
of you, Dr. Kelly and Dr. Reuter, that | have found
this to be quite useful, the docunent and the
di scussion following upon it. So | appreciate your
efforts in a relatively short period of tine.

There was a couple of other things that |
wanted to nmention here, and not necessarily to dwell
upon at length. The first one is a repetition of
sonething | already said this norning, but |I do want

to underscore it.
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And that is: Wth respect to your
recommendati on on page 5 to find, as you put it, "A
| eadi ng scholar in the field of regional devel opnent

who has not previously worked in this topic," to at
| east, mnimally, synthesize the work that has already
been done with respect to econom c inpact nodeling, |
said earlier that | think that's an excellent idea.
| think it's a superb idea.

| realize you' ve got an enornous anmount of
stuff to do when you |look at the tinmetable you were
pointing us to on page 9. But | would really urge you
to try to pursue that one as quickly as possible for
the reason that the sooner we get that product, again,
hopefully, from a person of unchal |l engeabl e
credentials, it could go a long way toward i nform ng
us about what else may or may not need to be done in
t hat area.

So |l think it's a great idea, and | hope
that you'll pursue it as quickly as possible.

| just want to nmake three or four other
poi nts, hopefully, very quickly. You do nention in
here on page 6 the question that we touched upon
briefly in our last neeting of this Subcommttee: The
characteristics of |obs.

| continue to feel that even in this
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docunent, it at |east appears that the whole question
of job quality is short-shrifted. Again, | base that
on ny experience and havi ng observed and, on a couple
of occasions, participated in |ocal debates about
whet her or not certain kinds of ganbling should be
expanded.

This, like a lot of other aspects of what
passes for the public debate, is so uninforned as to
be al nbst a caricature, you know. QOpponents of the
expansi on of ganbling say, "Well, these are al
hanmburger-flipping jobs," and the proponents say,
"These are the best jobs in the history of the
uni verse, and everyone will nmake a fat living for the
rest of their lives and have wonderful benefits and be
happy, " and everyt hi ng.

Qobvi ously, neither of those is
particularly accurate. Beyond that sort of silly
pol ari zation of the discussion, there's also a whole
set of questions about how nmuch enploynent -- and |'ve
referred to this before, and | apol ogi ze for being a
broken record -- but how nuch enpl oynent is produced
by these different kinds of things.

As an exanple, if you put some form of
sl ot machine or video poker outlet in bars in Mntana,

| think you' d be hard pressed -- intuitively -- and |
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can't docunent this, but | think you'd be hard pressed
to show nore than a handful of jobs, at best, being --
if any, being produced by that. Wereas if you build

a 3,000-room destination casino resort in Biloxi that

draws people fromthe eastern half of the United

States, arguably, you're probably going to produce

nore j obs.

So | still don't and -- fromny
perspective -- and |'ve admtted the bias of nmy own
interests here -- | don't find that whol e set of

i ssues, job creation and the quality of those jobs, to
be yet enough here in terns of our agenda.
DR KELLY: So you want that drawn out --

COM SSI ONER W LHELM  Yes.

DR. KELLY: -- and explicated?

COW SSI ONER WLHELM | would like to see
t hat, vyes.

DR. KELLY: Ckay.

COWM SSI ONER W LHELM  Secondly -- and,
again, | know |l'mrepeating nyself a little bit. But,

| don't quarrel wth what you' ve witten here about
the Internet, and we tal ked about this |ast tine.

DR REUTER  Yes.

COWM SSI ONER W LHELM It's energent, it's

hard to study because it's energent, and all that. |
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was quite struck that this week in Las Vegas, they had
one of these -- | forget what they call it, but they
had one of these giant exhibitions where all the
peopl e that make these gadgets cone in and show, you
know, the next generation of slot machines and al

that stuff. A gamng expo, | think, it's call ed.

There was a whol e area there about
I nternet ganbling, and | nust tell you it was quite
frightening. Wen you go look at this stuff and you
see how far along they are, it's really frightening.

| know that there's a feeling on the part
of sone folks that, "Well, you know, the commercia
casino industry wants to tal k about Internet ganbling
in order to divert attention from comerci al
ganbling.” There may be people in the casino industry
who have that goal in nentioning Internet ganbling,
but, by the sane token, that doesn't nean it's not a
subj ect of great inportance.

In | ooking at how far along that industry
already is at this expo this week, | was quite amazed.
Wt hout making a specific proposal, | think we're
ignoring reality if we don't pay nore attention to
t hat .

O let's put this a different way: If we

i ssue our report in nore or less two years from now,
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and we short-shrift this issue, | think we'll find
ourselves to be ridiculed fairly quickly because, |
think, five years fromnow, that issue's going to be
enornmous. | f not sooner. \Wat really drove that hone
to me was | ooking at the gadgetry that they already
have operating at this thing this week. It was quite
soberi ng.

DR. REUTER  Just think of the devastating
i npact of solitaire on every PC. The work force costs
of solitaire are just phenonenal.

DR. KELLY: That's probably true.

COW SSI ONER WLHELM  Well, it's tough to
bet on that.

DR KELLY: W took that off our conputers
in Virginia for that reason, seriously.

Are you suggesting, Comm ssioner WI helm
t hat perhaps Internet ganbling should nove fromthe
category of possible topics up to the nore prom nent
area of topics to be addressed?

COM SSI ONER W LHELM | don't have a
specific suggestion. | think Leo pointed out in an
earlier neeting that maybe that's an appropriate --
maybe that's a subject best |ooked at through hearing,
rat her than through research

But it seens to nme that, at a mninmum if
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we're going to have a hearing that relates in part to
t hat, sonebody shoul d have done sone fairly
conprehensi ve work before hand -- not just show up at
the hearing and say, "Oh, ny goodness, this is going
to be a problem™ but to show up at a hearing and say,
"Well, here's where this stuff is now, and here's
wher e peopl e who know about technol ogy predict it
could be shortly," because it's going to get away from
us in a hurry, in ny opinion.

DR. REUTER Could | again nake a
suggestion about a sort of process here? Wich is
that we, in fact, comm ssion a review by a scholar in
this area -- the small nunber of them we've
identified one -- and get that done fairly pronptly.
On the basis of that, the Comm ssion could nmake a
deci si on about the extent to which this can be
addressed sinply through hearings and subpoenas and
the extent to which, in fact, it needs to do targeted
research.

COM SSI ONER W LHELM |1'd be for that.
| don't know how ny col |l eagues would feel, but | would
support that.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: | woul d, too.

DR. REUTER  Ckay.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: That's fi ne.
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COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Yes. It's at the
ot her end of the continuumfromthe old concept of
ganbling, where it was out in the desert and you had
to specifically --

COWM SSI ONER W LHELM  Go there.

COW SSI ONER DOBSON:  -- go there. And,
now, the Internet brings it right straight into your
[iving room

COWM SSI ONER W LHELM  And your ki ds'
[iving room

COWMM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Yes.

COWM SSI ONER W LHELM  The | ast point of
this kind that | wanted to make -- and this is not
addressed at any particular portion of the docunents
you' ve produced which, again, | found to be quite

useful. | still believe that -- in spite of all of

the specific areas that we're trying to either | ook at

or perhaps conclude we can't look at, | still think

that what, | believe, is the fundanmental thing that

caused this Conm ssion to exist in the first place is

nostly mssing, and that is: | think we ought to be
directly, rather than by inplication, |ooking at the

guestion of what indeed is driving the expansion of

ganbling in this country. |If it wasn't for the rapid

expansion of ganbling in this country, this Comm ssion
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woul d not exist, in ny view, at |east.

| don't think that we're going to end up
with any kind of an understanding of what is driving
t he expansion of ganbling if we | ook at all of these
things in conpartnents. | think that they are much
nore inter-rel ated.

| nmean, just as one exanple, | don't think
there's any shred of doubt that the people of M chigan
woul d not have voted to authorize full-blown casino
ganbling in the city of Detroit but for a conplex of
factors that include, certainly, the economc straits
in which the city of Detroit finds itself. But that's
not new.

Certainly, it has to include the inpact of
Native American ganbling in M chigan and Wsconsin and
ot her contiguous areas. Certainly, it has to include
the inpact of the casino in Wndsor, Ontario, Canada,
which is five mnutes across the river, you know, and
probably lots of other things that | don't even know
anyt hi ng about .

| just worry that we're |losing the forest
for the trees here, and | don't have a specific
solution to that. |If it's true that this Conm ssion
basically got created because of a | evel of concern

about the rate of the expansion of ganbling, then, it
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seens to ne, if we end up saying a whole bunch of
specific things and you know -- we have a | ot of
bricks and we don't build a house out of them we've
sort of m ssed the boat sonmehow.

| don't have a recommendation that follows
on that. But that's just a --

DR. REUTER | nean it is a good question.
Wiy has this taken off at this particular tinme? |If
you want to ask about how one coul d shape the future
devel opment of ganbling, answering that question seens
inportant. \Whether that's a researchable question is
the thing that, at the noment, |I'mstuck on. At the
moment, | don't know how to do that.

I f the Subcommittee is confortable with
it, 1'd be wlling to have this as sort of maybe a
smal | set of topics which we were unable at this stage
to address, which would nonet hel ess be of
significance. That would be an itemin there.

COWM SSI ONER W LHELM  The | ast matter
that | wanted to raise, Leo, which nay or may not be
a matter for this particular Commttee but is a
matter, at least, for the Commssion, in ny view At
| east to think about. | nentioned this briefly at the
| ast Conmttee neeting, and | didn't have any

information or any facts then. But | sent out
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sonething to you guys just a day or two ago on this,
and | sent it to the Conm ssioners.

The Congress, as | understand it, has
appropri ated $200, 000 for the purpose of asking the
United States Treasury Departnent to study the

rel ati onshi p between ganbling and bankruptcy. Now,

obvi ously, the Congress can do whatever it wants, and

nost of us do not have nmuch to say about that.

But in recognizing that Congress can do

whatever it wants, | raised the i ssue of whether, even

t hough our |aw charges us with | ooking at that
i ssue --

And, Jim you recently sent us sone
mat eri al about that.

-- | wonder, given the scarcity of
resources, whether it nakes any sense or -- let ne
just rephrase that because | don't have a concl usion
onit. It seens to ne that we ought to, at |east,

t hi nk about whether, if the Congress has given the
Treasury Departnent $200,000 to do that, whether we
ought to bother.

| don't know, by the way, if there are

other such things. | amtold that the sponsor of this

provi si on which, apparently, popped up in the

conference process -- and so it didn't have an
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of ficial sponsor in the sense that |egislation
normal |y does -- was Congressman Wl f, who, you know,
is part of the progeny of this Conm ssion.

So | don't knowif there'|ll be other
i ssues that people, either Congressman Wl f or others,
are proposing to have the Congress study that we're
supposedly al so studying. | don't, frankly, have any
stomach for studying sonething that sonebody else is
al ready going to study, since we don't have enough
money to start with. So just an issue that either this
Comm ttee and/or the Conmttee --

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: When was that done,
John?

COWM SSI ONER W LHELM  Just within the
| ast coupl e of weeks.

DR. REUTER |'ve not heard of it.

COVM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Yes. That's news to

COW SSI ONER WLHELM | faxed a note to
the two of you probably yesterday. And so --

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  That's one of those
you haven't gotten to yet.

We haven't read yesterday's mail

COW SSI ONER W LHELM | understand. |'m

not trying to take an action here.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

106
COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: No. That was

about a week ago.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  No, no. He said
yest er day.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM | don't know when
it was. But it's just -- why should we do sonething
sonebody el se is doing, particularly when the apparent
notivating person is the sanme person?

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  May | nmake this
suggestion? Let's get the | anguage in the
appropriations bill and see what area the Treasury
Departnent is supposed to cover in terns of |ooking at
the securities/ganbling and then consider what we
shoul d do.

Quite frankly, given the enornous anount
we' ve already got on our plate, I'mnot sure we get to
ganbling in the securities industry --

COW SSI ONER W LHELM  No, no.

DR. REUTER  No.

COWM SSI ONER W LHELM  This is straight
per sonal bankruptcy.

DR. REUTER  Bankruptcy.

COM SSI ONER W LHELM  Strai ght persona
bankr upt cy.

DR. REUTER It's exactly one of the
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things that we --

COW SSI ONER DOBSON:  You haven't read
your mail, either.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  No. | read it.
But --

COWM SSI ONER W LHELM  Strai ght persona
bankr upt cy.

COWM SSI ONER McCARTHY: | guess | started
reading into it that he was tal king about the
securities industry.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM O, at |east, as |
read it, it was personal bankruptcy.

M5. FLATT: That was ny i npression,
per sonal bankruptcy.

DR. REUTER It's astounding. Frankly, I
can't imagine that Treasury has the slightest has the
slightest taste of doing it. And it's just sonme way
of --

COWMM SSI ONER DOBSON: Wl |, they' ve been
instructed to.

DR. REUTER  Yes. But |'m saying that
they may well wel cone --

COW SSI ONER DOBSON: Wl |, once we --

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Yes.

COVWM SS|I ONER DOBSON:  Once we find out
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that we can co-fund studi es, naybe we can approach the
Treasury Departnent and get that $200, 000.

COWM SSI ONER W LHELM  The House - -

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: It woul d cost us
$620, 000 and we wouldn't get it done for 15 nonths.

COWM SSI ONER W LHELM  Thi s appropriation
originated in the House Cormttee report on the
Treasury, Postal and General Governnment Appropriations
Bill. And the House Committee report on the bill says
the foll ow ng:

"The Appropriations Commttee is concerned
about the rising nunber of bankruptcies in the United
States and the causes thereof and its effects on
creditors. Therefore the Commttee has included
$200, 000 for the Secretary" -- that is, of the
Treasury -- "or his designee to study the relationship
bet ween ganbling and bankruptcies.”

"The study shall identify, but not be
limted to, the nunber of bankruptcies caused by
ganbling debts and the effect on paynents to the U S
Treasury. The Secretary shall report on his findings
to the Coommttee no |later May 15, 1998."

DR. REUTER "O his designee," may be
the --

COW SSI ONER DOBSON:  Ask himfor his
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noney.

DR KELLY: Could I nmake a suggestion?

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Yes.

DR. KELLY: Because you've raised two
sorts of related issues. One is: Let's don't mss
the forest for the trees. And the other is the
gquestion of possible redundancy.

I f you |l ook at the findings section on the
legislation, | don't think that the intent was to ask
the question of, "Way is this occurring,” but, rather,
to get good information on the table for the sake of
state and | ocal and federal |egislators who are having
to pass regulatory legislation on ganbling. | think
that's we're doing.

But, you're asking two questions: Wat's
the forest? -- and let's nmake sure we don't mss it
and, is there any redundancy here? Shouldn't soneone
per haps contact Congressman Wl f and bring this
pointedly to the table for discussion?

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: Al right.

will --
DR KELLY: -- just to nmake sure?
COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: | wi I | undert ake
contacting Congressman Wolf. | think you know him

fairly well, so maybe you'd like to join ne in that
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conversation

DR KELLY: Good. Geat.

COWM SSI ONER W LHELM  Qur next neeting,
if 1"'mnot mstaken, is in his district.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: It is.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM  The Hal | oween
meet i ng.

DR KELLY: Ch, right.

COW SSI ONER WLHELM | "'m pretty sure
it's in his district.

DR, KELLY: But that would help to give us
sonme - -

COM SSI ONER McCARTHY: Al right. Are we
finished wth that point?

COW SSI ONER W LHELM  Yes, sir.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  All right. Well,
turn to page 7, please.

(Pause.)

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: "As can be seen,
six of the nine question sets on pathol ogi cal and
probl em ganbling built by the Research Subconm ttee
are addressed by the NRC proposal.” And then the
foll ow ng sentences are -- does the Subconm ttee want
to make a firmer recommendation as to what we want to

do? For instance, if you' re witing back to the NRC
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if we're going to pursue that, do we want to have sone
conversation with Carol Petrie to add Nunber 8?

DR. KELLY: Yes. And now would be the
time for that --

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Yes.

DR. KELLY: -- before we go back to them
with a proposed contract.

COWM SSI ONER McCARTHY: Right. So that's
the first thing.

The second thing is on Nunber 6. Your
point is that we're going to include that in other
surveys that we're undertaking?

DR. KELLY: Un- huh.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  And t hen Nunmber 9,
you' re recommendi ng we could drop it.

DR. KELLY: Yes, that was a
recommendation. Basically, | pulled this together
just by going over the nine question sets that this
Subconm ttee generated and conparing that on a point-
by-point basis with the six areas that NRC put forward
as their way to address that. That's what's on
Attachnents A and B. Those are the three gaps that |
canme up with, and any gui dance woul d be hel pful.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Now, when we're

tal ki ng about conparative information, tell ne what
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you nean by that.

DR. KELLY: Yes. [t's under Attachment A

of Point 9.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Yes?

DR KELLY: It reads like this: "Wat
nmonet ary and neasurable costs" -- and this is

Attachment A to this docunent.

COWMM SSI ONER McCARTHY: 1" m | ooki ng.

DR, KELLY: -- "are directly attributable
t o pat hol ogi cal and probl em ganbling, and how do these
costs conpare with average neasurable costs directly
attributable to people with other conpul sive
behavi oral problens whose simlarities with
pat hol ogi cal problem ganbling are clinically proven
and generally accepted by the appropriate nedical or
psychol ogi cal authorities."”

So | took this to say that the idea would
be to Il ook at the costs -- | guess, personal and
public costs, and econom c costs -- of problem and
pat hol ogi cal ganbling --

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Ckay.

DR, KELLY: -- and conpare it to other
syndrones al t oget her

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  All right.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM Al coholi sm and - -
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DR. KELLY: Yes. Al coholism and what ever.

COMM SSI ONER McCARTHY:  The point is that
the cost of gathering that data could outweigh its
benefits.

DR KELLY: | wasn't sure that it was as
on the noney as sone of the other questions, as well.
COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Ckay.

DR KELLY: So it seened to be a little
bit to the side.

COMM SSI ONER McCARTHY: Do either of you
have an opi ni on about that?

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Jim this was
your --

COWMM SSI ONER McCARTHY: | agree with the
point. So why don't we just nore specifically
recommend that we drop Nunber 9 --

DR. KELLY: Okay.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: -- with, "The
Subconmi ttee recomends, " and the Subcomm ttee

recommends that we add Nunber 8 to the NRC proposal ?

DR. KELLY: Yes. And, actually, we're not

dropping all of Nunber 9. W're including that first
statenent, "What nonetary and neasurabl e costs are
directly attributable.™

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Yes.
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DR. KELLY: That will be addressed, but
this conparative data wll be dropped.

COWM SSI ONER McCARTHY:  \What t he
Subcomm ttee is recomending is that the substance of
Nunmber 6 will be included in the other areas of
research.

DR. KELLY: Right.

COWM SSI ONER McCARTHY:  And you m ght be
nmore specific.

DR KELLY: Well, let's see.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  You don't have to
do it right now

DR KELLY: Onh, okay.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: \Wen you're
redrafting this --

DR, KELLY: But you just want us to go
ahead and flesh that out?

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Yes.

DR KELLY: Ckay.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Where el se woul d
that informati on be devel oped in the various
conponents we've been discussing in the last couple of
hour s?

DR KELLY: Yes. Part of that gets right

back to this question of what data m ght we get from
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the industry itself --

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Ri ght.

DR KELLY: -- and what mght we do with
targeted surveys and then gets right back to that.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Ri ght.

DR KELLY: GCkay. Could I, if I could,
ask you, perhaps, to take a |look at the first
par agraph under, "Qther Topics," page 7, where we tal k
about ACIR? Any thoughts or directions on that would
be wel cone at this point, as well.

Basical ly, what this paragraph says is
that the work of ACIR could be very limted and very
focused on these three areas: current listing of
ganbling available in different jurisdictions;
dat abase of statutes and regul ations; and revenues
generated through taxation.

That could, in fact, be the task that we
go to ACCR to ask of them Then it would be a matter
of , you know, begi nning negotiations there and com ng
up with a reasonable price.

COWMM SSI ONER DOBSON: That's an oxynor on.

DR. KELLY: Perhaps.

COWM SSI ONER McCARTHY: | think what the
Subconm ttee needs is as good estimtes as you can

come up with on the other conponents of research that



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

116

we' ve been tal ki ng about here today.

M. Giffiths, on behalf of ACIR has
given us his estimates that were refined estimates in
further correspondence with you, Dr. Kelly.

DR. KELLY: Un- huh.

COWM SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Then, 1 ooking at
all those dollar nunbers, we're going to have to find
out whet her the Subcommttee will get the -- should
there be an additional mllion provided by Congress.
We need to talk about the specific information
regarding that; we need to find out just what part of
that we will get for the research budget.

We need to review the GSA problemw th --
what is the termwhen we -- ?

DR. REUTER  Co-fundi ng.

COWM SSI ONER McCARTHY:  -- co-funding with
ot her federal agencies |like the Treasury Departnent.

DR, KELLY: That would be a good case in
poi nt .

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Then, 1 thi nk,
we'd be better able to put in place how much noney we
can spend on the conpilation of all statutes. It may
be that a couple of these things assigned to ACCR in
the enabling statute we woul d consider nore val uabl e

than other areas assigned to them



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

The final point is: Nowthat we have a
better idea about the overall research, | really want
to understand what the process would be in going out
and sel ecting top-notch researchers to cover these
areas and how any specific work done by ACCR would fit
nicely into that |arger context of research

DR. KELLY: Okay.

COWMM SSI ONER McCARTHY:  There are two
considerations for nme: How to reallocate the noney;
and what's the best process to yield the best
research, and how do they fit in there.

DR. REUTER  So you nean for the purpose
just of the imedi ate changes that we'll make and
submt to you prior to Cctober -- and sending it out
to the rest of the Conmttee, we're not going to
answer those questions. W're going to say that those
are the questions that have to be addressed?

COWM SSI ONER McCARTHY:  That's correct.

DR. REUTER  Fi ne.

COMM SSI ONER McCARTHY: Is that acceptable
to you in general?

COMM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Yes, sir. That's
hel pful .

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: O her questions

that you wsh to raise on any part of this?
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COWMM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Again, 1'd like to
comrend the two gentl enen who did the hard work on
this.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  One minor -- how
did you call it, nit- --

COVMM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Nit - pi cki ng?

COWM SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Nit-picking. |
want to raise a nit-picking topic. |Is that sort of
i ke tweaking? |Is that --

COWM SSI ONER W LHELM  You' re never
letting that one go, are you, JinP

COMM SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Tweaking is at a
much hi gher level than nit-picking. N t-pickingis --

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Ri ght .

COM SSI ONER McCARTHY:  So | guess | have
to say that what |'mabout to say is higher than nit-
pi cki ng but | ower than tweaking.

Ri ght at the very begi nning, when you
mention the August 14 neeting, "The Subcommittee
prepared" --

DR, KELLY: I'msorry. Wat page are you
on?

COWM SSI ONER McCARTHY: Right at the top.
Ri ght at the very beginning. The draft page 1.

DR. KELLY: Okay.
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COWM SSI ONER McCARTHY: | think you need
toinsert in there, "And the Conmttee endorsed" --

COWM SSI ONER W LHELM  Good poi nt.

DR. KELLY: Ckay.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  -- "on" -- what
was it, August 18? | can't renmenber the date of our
| ast Conm ssion neeting? Wenever it was --

COWM SSI ONER W LHELM  The 19th and 20t h,
| think.

COWM SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Okay. You need
to --

DR. KELLY: Ckay.

COWM SSI ONER McCARTHY:  -- put the 19th,
the day that this was taken up.

DR. KELLY: Fine. Geat.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Okay?

DR, KELLY: Could I just say -- sone
recognition is due here. Dr. Reuter is far and away
t he | ead author of this docunent.

It has been an absol ute pleasure to work

with you, Dr. Reuter. | nust say |'ve collaborated on

a lot of research efforts over the years, but |'ve

never quite seen soneone pull together such a docunent

in such a short period of tinme as you did with little

input fromme and others. You're to be commended on
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t hat .

DR. REUTER  The advantage is having done
it once 20 years ago.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: N ce call, that.

DR. KELLY: So it was an excellent choice
to have hi mon board.

COMM SSI ONER McCARTHY: Al right. Ladies
and gentl enen, thank you for your attendance.

And, gentlenen, thank you, very much. |
think we've had a rather good discussion on this.

Thank you, all.

(Whereupon, at 1:45 p.m, this

Subconm ttee neeting was concl uded.)



